This issue of the journal includes a critical review and reanalysis by Wing et al. (1) of a cancer study we conducted in the aftermath of the 1979 accident at the Three Mile Island (TMI) nuclear plant (2, 3) . We find the lengthy piece tendentious and unbalanced. No notice is taken of any of the innovations of the original study, such as the exposure model that took detailed account of prevailing winds and topography. As the findings from the reanalysis differ little from the original study, we will focus our comments on four brief points.
First, both our initial views and subsequent conclusions about the possibility of an accident-related cancer increase have been misrepresented. At the time we undertook the study, we were doubtful about effects of exposure, and appropriately so, given both the very low official estimates of the TMI releases and the short latency period. Nonetheless 
